THE 


/ 

i 


PAPAL  SUPREMACY 


EXAMINED. 


BY  REV.  BETHEL  JUDD,  D.  D. 


ROCHESTER : 

DAVID  HOYT  — NO.  6  STATE  STREET. 

1850. 


THE 


PAL  SUPREMA 


EXAMINED. 


BY  REV.  BETHEL  JUDD,  D.  D. 


ROCHESTER : 

D4TID  HOYT  — NO.  6  ETATE  STREET 
1850. 


Digitized  by  the  Internet  Archive 

lie  by  a  grant  trom  the  Institute  ot  Museum  and  Library  Services  as  administered  by  the  Pennsylvania  Department  ot  Education  through  the 


https://archive.org/details/papals 


acyexOOjudd 


THE  PAPAL  SUPREMACY  EXAMINED- 


It  is  a  well  known  and  acknowledged  fact  that  Roman 
Catholics  claim,  not  only  that  they  are  the  true  church,  but 
the  only  true  church,  and  that  all  other  Christians  are  here¬ 
tics;  and  this  claim  is  founded  on  a  supposed  supremacy  given 
by  Christ  to  the  apostle  Peter,  and  by  him  to  his  successor, 
in  the  church  of  Rome,  through  a  series  of  Popes,  to  the  pre¬ 
sent  time.  And  as  the  foundation  of  this  claim  rests  on  the 
supposed  supremacy  of  Peter,  the  proving  that  he  had  no 
such  supremacy,  but  that,  in  official  station,  he  stood  on  the 
same  grade,  with  James  and  John  and  Paul  and  Barnabas, 
will  be  sufficient  evidence,  that  the  papacy  is  an  usurpation, 
and  not  the  legitimate  carrying  out  of  the  divine  institution 
or  apostolic  practice. 

As  my  intention,  in  this  new  of  the  subject,  is  to  compress 
proofs  into  the  smallest  compass  possible,  much  will  be  left 
unsaid,  that  might  be  said. 

If  it  can  be  proved,  that  Peter  had  the  power  over  all  the 
other  apostles,  that  the  pope  now  has  over  the  bishops  of  the 
church  of  Rome,  and  that  the  pope  derives  this  power,  by 
virtue  of  a  legitimate  and  regular  succession  from  Peter,  we 
shall  not  deny  himja  preeminence  in  the  church ;  for  we  are 
ready  and  willing  to  yield  to  the  papacy  every  thing  that  can 
be  sustained  by  evidence.  But  if  Peter  is  proved  to  have 
had  no  supremacy  over  the  other  apostles,  but  simply  an 
equality  of  office  with  them,  then  Romanism,  as  such,  must 
be  an  absurdity. 

The  claim  for  Peter’s  supremacy  is  raised  on  certain  prom¬ 
ises  said  to  have  been  made  to  him  by  Christ,  and  certain  ac¬ 
tions  performed  by  him  evincing  such  preeminence  of  station 
or  office ;  but  much  more  stress  is  laid  on  promises,  than  on 
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actual  performances.  If,  however,  there  are  proofs  of  a  su¬ 
premacy,  either  by  promise,  action,  or  usage,  Romanism  is  en¬ 
titled  to  all  advantages  gained  by  such  proofs. 

The  great  claim,  on  which  all  others  rest,  is  founded  on  the 
promise  of  Christ,  in  the  language  following:  Thou  art 
Peter,  and  urpon  this  roch  will  I  build  my  church,  and  the 
gates  of  hell  shall  not  prevail  against  it. — Matt.  16.  18. 

From  this  it  is  claimed,  by  papists,  that  Christ  hath  built 
his  church,  on  Peter,  to  the  exclusion  of  all  the  other  apostles ; 
and  by  making  him  the  foundation,  such  a  preeminence  is 
given  to  him,  as  to  justify  for  him  a  claim  of  dominion  over 
the  whole  body  of  the  church,  with  its  apostles  and  all  other 
officers,  and  to  the  popes  of  Rome  by  virtue  of  a  succession 
from  him. 

As  the  whole  weight  of  evidence  rests  on  the  papal  inter¬ 
pretation  of  the  above  passage,  the  reader’s  patience  may  be 
somewhat  taxed  in  its  elucidation.  If  the  language  had  been 
thou  art  petros,  and  on  this  pelros  will  I  build  my  church, 
there  would  have  been  some  propriety  in  the  Romish  inter¬ 
pretation  of  the  passage;  but  the  language  is,  thou  art  petros, 
and  on  this  petra  will  I  build  my  church.  Now  every  scholar 
knows,  that  pelros  and  petra  are  different  words,  and  different 
in  signification  and  gender,  and  that  petros  is  the  word  always 
used  for  Peter,  in  the  Greek  language,  and  that  petra  is  never 
so  used.  That  the  literal  signification  of  petros,  is  a  stone, 
appears  from  what  Christ  said  when  he  changed  the  name  of 
Simon  to  Cephas,  which  by  interpretation  is  petros,  ora  stone, 
not  petra,  which  denotes  a  rock.  Revelation  gives  another  and 
vastly  different  signification  to  the  word  petra  from  that  of 
pelros,  when  St.  Paul  says,  and  that  petra,  rock,  was  Christ — 
1  Cor.  10.  4.  Had  Christ  intended  to  harre  made  Peter  the 
foundation  of  his  church,  as  claimed  by  Romanists,  he  had 
only  to  say,  thou  art  petros,  and  on  this  petros,  will  I  build 
my  church;  but  he  repudiates  all  such  meaning  to  his  lan¬ 
guage,  and  claims  the  foundation  of  his  church  to  himself,  as 
his  own,  when  saying  on  this  petra  (and  this  petra  was 
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Christ)  will  I  build  my  church.  The  fair  interpretation  of 
the  passage  is,  thou  art  petros,  a  stone,  and  on  this  petra,  rock, 
and  that  rock  is  Christ,  I  will  build  my  church.  This  may 
not  agree  with  the  papal  interpretation,  but  we  see  no  way 
of  accommodatino-  the  language  of  revelation  to  their  wishes; 
nor  can  we  favor  them,  by  making  revelation  speak  what  it 
does  not  speak.  There  is  no  objection  to  Peter’s  being  con¬ 
sidered  a  stone  in  the  building,  and  a  lively  stone  too ;  but  as 
he  is  never  termed  petra  but  often  petros,  the  giving  him  the 
name  and  character  of  petra,  a  name  by  an  inspired  apostle 
given  to  Christ,  is,  to  say  the  least,  advancing  him  to  a  station 
that  were  he  living,  he  would  be  the  first  to  deplore  and  con¬ 
demn  as  impious. 

Having  thus  disposed  of  the  grand  argument  for  the  pa¬ 
pacy,  by  proving  it  to  have  no  foundation,  .and  that  petros 
was  not  the  petra,  on  which  the  church  was  to  be  built,  but 
that  that  petra,  or  rock,  was  Christ,  we  enter  on  an  examina¬ 
tion  of  the  promise  of  binding  and  loosing  contained  in  the 
same  conversation  of  Christ  with  Peter,  in  the  words  follow¬ 
ing:  And  1  w ill  give  unto  thee  the  keys  of  the  kingdom  of 
heaven,  and  whatsoever  thou  shall  bind  on  earth  shall  be  hound 
in  heaven,  and  whatsoever  thou  shclt  loose  on  earth  shall  be 
loosed  in  heaven, — Mat.  16.  19.  The  keys  are  instruments 
for  binding  and  loosing,  or  the  ecclesiastical  powers  to  that 
end,  what  end  soever  that  may  be  ;  so  that  any  one  having 
the  powers  of  binding  and  loosing  has  the  power  or  instru¬ 
ment  to  that  end.  We  say  nothing  against  the  power  prom¬ 
ised  to  Peter,  in  this  lano-ua°'e,  nor  do  we  attemnt  to  define 
what  it  was  meant  to  be,  for  this  is  best  understood,  by  the 
commission  actually  given  to  Peter,  and  his  acts  under  that 
commission.  There  seems  to  us  however  no  more  promised 
to  Peter,  than  was  afterwards  promised  to  the  apostles  indi¬ 
vidually  and  collectively,  in  nearly  the  same  language.  Ve¬ 
rily  I  say  unto  you,  whatsoever  ye  shall  bind  on  earth  shall 
be  bound  in  heaven,  and  whatsoever  ye  shall  loose  on  earth 
shall  be  loosedin  heaven. — Mat.  18.  18.  He  that  reads  mus * 


6 


understand,  that  the  same  power  of  binding  and  loosing,  which 
was  promised  to  Peter  in  the  former  conversation,  was  pro¬ 
mised  to  all  the  apostles  in  the  latter.  Does  such  a  promise 
give  any  preeminence  to  Peter  ?  If  a  father,-  having  three 
sons,  promise  at  one  time  to  give  to  the  elder  a  thousand 
pounds,  and  afterwards  promise,  to  them  all,  a  thousand 
pounds  each,  would  it  not  be  difficult  to  prove,  from  such 
promises,  that  the  elder  was  the  richer  of  the  three  ?  From 
the  promises  of  the  powers  of  binding  and  loosing,  when  the 
same  were  made  to  all  the  apostles,  it  will  be  no  less  difficult 
to  prove,  that  any  one  of  them  is  preeminent  in  station  or 
power.  We  are  driven  then  to  the  conclusion,  that  what 
poAver  or  authority  soever  was  promised  to  Peter,  the  same 
power  or  authority  was  promised  to  each  and  every  apostle. 

It  will  be  noticed,  that  these  conversations  are  promises  of 
a  church,  and  of  certain  powers  of  certain  officers  in  the 
church,  not  built  at  the  time  the  promise  was  made,  and  there 
is  a  looking  to  the  completion  of  the  promises,  for  the  best 
interpretation  of  what  may  seem  ambiguous.  If  then,  in 
Christ’s  commission  to  his  apostles,  any  preeminence  was  giv¬ 
en  to  Peter,  such  preeminence  would  render  our  interpreta¬ 
tion  somewhat  doubtful;  but  if  in  that  commission,  which 
was  the  building  of  the  promised  church,  all  the  apostles 
were  endowed  with  the  same  authority,  the  acts  of  Christ 
sanction  our  interpretation  of  his  promises;  that  is,  if  in  the 
great  commission  given  by  Christ,  which  Avas  the  building  of 
his  church,  no  peculiar  preeminence  was  given  to  Peter,  the 
ad\rocates  of  the  papacy  must  look  some  where  else,  than  to 
the  primacy  of  Peter,  to  sustain  their  pretensions.  This  pri¬ 
macy  has  not  been  found  in  the  promises,  and  if  it  cannot  be 
found,  in  the  fulfilment  of  the  promises,  no  sanction  of  divine 
authority  can  be  claimed  for  it.  And  if  what  was  promised 
to  all,  Avas  given  to  all,  there  must  be  error,  ad  absurdum,  in 
claiming  a  preeminency  for  one  apostle  over  another. 

Let  our  reasoning  be  tested  by  inspired  language ;  for  it  is 
not  victory,  but  truth  that  we  are  contending  for. 
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The  church  of  Christ  could  not  have  been  built,  when  a 
promise  of  its  future  building  was  made,  before  which  build¬ 
ing  the  system  was  Judaism.  It  was  not  long  before  the  as¬ 
cension,  that  Jesus  laid  the  foundation  of  that  building,  which 
he  had  promised  to  build,  of  which  we  have,  by  the  apostles, 
the  following  account:  Then  the  eleven  disciples  went  away 
into  Galilee  unto  a  mountain,  where  Jesus  had  appointed 
them;  and  when  they  saiv  him,  they  worshipped  him,  but  some 
doubted;  and  Jesus  came  aud spake  unto  them,  saying,  all  pow¬ 
er  is  given  unto  me  in  heaven  and  in  earth;  go  ye  therefore  and 
teach  all  nations,  baptizing  them  in  the  name  of  the  Father, 
and  of  the  Son,  and  of  the  Holy  Ghost,  teaching  them  to  ob¬ 
serve  all  things,  whatsoever  I  have  commanded  you,  ancl  lo  I 
am  with  you  always,  even  unto  the  end  of  the  world.  And 
he' (Jesus)  breathed  on  them  (his  disciples)  and saith  unto  them, 
whosesoever  sins  .ye  remit,  they  are  remitted  unto  them,  and 
whosesoever  sins  ye  retain .  they  are  retained. — See  Math.  28. 
19.  29 — St.  John,  20.  22.  23.  The  latter  clause  of  this  com¬ 
mission  is  so  much  in  harmony  with  the  promise  of  binding 
and  loosing,  as  well  as  the  whole  current  of  the  lano-uao-e,  that 
no  one  seems  to  have  denied,  that  this  was  the  fulfilment  of 
the  promise  of  the  building  of  the  church.  But  we  lose 
sight  of  Peter  here,  as  a  prominent  actor.  As  one  of  the 
eleven,  he  shared  in  the  gift  of  the  commission,  but  nothing 
more.  The  eleven  had  all  met  by  appointment,  and  they  were 
all  alike  commissioned  to  the  holy  embassy.  Does  this  look  like 
a  supremacy  given  to  Peter?  And  is  not  this  the  very  place, 
where  it  might  be  expected,  if  any  where,  to  be  found,  and 
can  any  man  hope  to  find  it  any  where  else,  if  it  is  not  found 
in  the  very  place,  where  it  is  claimed  by  promise?  We  see 
not  how  Romanists  can  put  any  confidence  in  their  own  inter¬ 
pretation  of  a  promise  to  Peter,  as  the  rock  on  which  the 
church  was  t)  be  built,  when  in  the  verv  act  of  buildino-  it,  no 
particular  notice  is  taken  of  Peter.  If  he  had  been,  what  we 
have  proved,  that  he  was  not  to  be,  the  petra,  rock,  on  which 
Christ  built  his  church,  his  preeminence  was  sadly  overlooked. 
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This  is  not  only  evidence,  that  he  was  not  the  pelra,  rock, 
claimed  for  him,  but  that  he  could  not  have  been  so  consid¬ 
ered,  and  that  what  power  soever  he  derived  from  Christ,  by 
virtue  of  this  commission,  the  same  was  conferred  on  each  and 
every  one  of  that  little  apostolic  company. 

After  the  ascension  of  Christ,  one  of  the  first  ministerial 
acts,  of  the  apostles,  was  the  appointment  of  Matthias,  in  the 
place  of  Judas.  Though  their  attention  was  called  to  the 
subject  by  Peter,  yet  the  apostles  collectively  made  the  ap¬ 
pointment. — -See  Acts,  1.  15.  20.  When  the  seven,  at  Anti¬ 
och,  had  been  chosen  by  the  multitude,  the  apostles,  and  not 
Peter  only,  prayed  and  laid  their  hands  on  them. — See  Acts, 
G.  1.  6. 

At  the  first  ecclesiastical  council  that  was  held,  Peter,  Bar: 
nabus  and  Paul  addressed  the  assembly;  but  from  the  man¬ 
ner  of  giving  the  final  decision,  James  seems  to  have  been 
the  presiding  officer  of  the  assembly. —  See  Acts,  15.  13.  21. 

Paul  and  Barnabas  ordained  elders  in  every  church,  and 
Paul  instructed  Timothy  and  Titus  on  the  subjects  of  the  or¬ 
dination  of  ministers,  and  the  government  of  churches.  And 
it  was  Paul  who  rebuked  Peter  to  his  face,  because  he  was  to 
be  blamed.  The  submission  of  Peter  to  a  rebuke  from  Paul, 
is  no  evidence  of  Peter’s  supremacy,  while  his  being  blameable, 
is  no  great  proof  of  infallibility.  And  when  St.  Paul  says,  I 
am  not  a  wliit  behind  the  very  chief  est  apostle,  not  excepting 
even  Peter,  he  must  have  made  a  wonderful  mistake,  if  Peter 


was  endowed  with  a  supremacy  over  all  the  apostles ;  for  we  \ 
know  not  what  language  can  express  more  fully  St.  Paul’s 
equality  with  the  most  favored  of  his  apostolic  brethren. — 
From  the  scriptural  account  of  what  St.  Paul  has  done  and 
written  and  spoken,  compared  with  what  Peter  has  done  and 
written  and  spoken,  who  would  not  sooner  give  preeminence 
to  Paul  than  to  Peter?  Without  denying  any  thing  to  Pe¬ 
ter,  as  first  called,  as  a  prominent  speaker,  sincerely  penitent 
for  profanely  denying  his  master,  and  as  being  the  writer  of 
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two  epistles  (but  notbeing  tbe  disciple  that  Jesus  loved,)  and  the 
one  directed  to  feed  his  sheep  and  his  lambs.;  (See  Acts,  14, 
23.  Epistles  to  Tim.  and  Titus.  Gal.  2.11.  2.  Cor.  11.  5;)  • 
we  have  in  the  case  of  St.  Paul,  an  apostle  miraculously 
called,  in  labors  more  abundant,  in  revelations  not  inferior,  in 
ordinations  frequent,  in  instructions  to  ministers  not  sparing, 
and  in  his  rebukes  to  Peter,  severity  of  reproof,  no  where 
else  found  by  one  apostle  to  another.  Take  then  the  history 
of  the  two  apostles,  and  which  has  the  best  claim  to  a  preem¬ 
inence,  that  neither  had  the  presumption  to  claim?  In  abili¬ 
ty  both  were  great,  and  in  station  the  same,  but  in  writings, 
revelations,  and  labors,  St,  Paul  was  preeminent,  and  if  there 
had  been  a  primacy  in  the  little  apostolic  company,  it  would 
have  been  better  evidenced  in  the  life  and  character  of  St 
Paul,  than  St.  Peter. 

When  wTe  shall  have  examined  one  more  evidence,  that  Pe¬ 
ter  could  not  have  possessed  a  primacy,  in  the  little  company 
of  apostles,  (without  exhausting  our  subject)  we  shall  consider 
none  other  either  useful  or  necessary.  The  following  is  the 
language  of  St.  Paul:  Gocl hath  set  some  in  the  church,  first 
apostles,  secondarily  prophets,  and  thirdly  teachers. — 1  Cor. 
12.  28. 


These  are  the  outlines  of  the  constitution  of  the  church, 
i which  Christ  promised  to  build,  which  according,  to  the  Ro¬ 
ll  mish  system,  should  have  been  built  on  Peter,  whose  name  is 
not  even  mentioned  in  the  constitution.  From  the  scope  of 
the  passage,  in  which  the  church  is  compared  to  a  natural  be- 
.  dy,  the  church  is  the  prominent  subject,  in  which  God  is  said 
to  set,  or  ordain,  three  grades  of  officers,  and  the  first  of  these 
were  apostles.  The  Romanist  will  not  deny,  that  the  church 
here  mentioned,  is  the  same  that  Christ  promised  to  build, 
^because  God  is  said  to  be  the  builder,  for  no  such  denial  can 
be  made,  without  denying  the  divinity  of  Christ.  In  the 
church  then,  whose  builder  was  Christ,  God  hath  set  first 
apostles,  not  Peter,  as  Romanists  claim,  but  apostles  collective¬ 
ly,  as  an  inspired  apostle  has  recorded  for  our  learning.  The 
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church  was  that  of  Christ,  in  which  officers  were  set,  of  three 
grades  and  no  more,  and  the  first  wrere  apostles,  Paul  and 
Barnabas  being  not  a  whit  behind  Peter  and  James  and  John. 

Can  the  imagination  divine  any  station  higher  than  the  first 
station,  or  can  sophistry  make  a  supremacy  for  Peter,  when 
God  hath  ordained  in  the  church  ajoostles  collectively  as  the 
first  ministers  of  this  body  ?  Is  not  this  declaration  a  virtual 
denial  of  any  preeminence,  to  any  individual  apostle,  a  refu¬ 
tation  of  all  claims  of  supremacy  for  Peter,  and  a  complete 
annihilation  of  all  proofs,  for  a  papal  preeminence,  which  may 
be  founded  on  any  such  supposed  supremacy  ?  If  evidence 
can  decide  a  question,  or  proofs  attest  a  truth,  the  apostles  ; 
collectively,  and  not  Peter  individually,  constituted  the  first 
grade  of  ministers  in  the  church  of  Christ.  And  as  the  pa-  '  ^ 
pal  supremacy  has  been  built  up,  and  now  stands,  on  the  sup-  ,  ' 
posed  supremacy  of  Peter  over  all  the  other  apostles,  we  may 
safely  say,  that  its  foundation  is  on  the  sand,  that  all  proofs  1 
are  against  the  papacy,  and  that  the  papal  system  is  based  on  c 
misapprehension  and  error,  and  too  absurd  to  be  countenan- 
ced.  We  make  no  denial  of  the  pope’s  episcopal  office,  but  S? 
against  his  preeminence  over  the  church,  as  universal  bishop, 
we  contend  stoutly,  honestly,  and  for  the  best  of  reasons,  that  ,  p 
such  a  preeminence  is  not  sustained,  but  rather  denied  by  B 
proofs  that  are  divine.  |,{i 

Had  there  been  proofs,  which  there  are  not,  of  a  suprema-  fe 
cy  in  the  station  of  Peter,  such  a  supremacy  can  not  be  proved  :  ^ 
to  have  been  conveyed  to  the  pope,  but  on  the  contrary  it  can  I 
be  proved,  that  no  such  supremacy  can  have  been  communi- 1 
cated.  Suppose  Peter  to  have  possessed  it,  and  during  his  Pr' 
life  time,  he  had  conveyed  the  same  to  his  successor,  in  the  01 
Romish  papacy,  and  that  successor,  during  his  life  time,  had 
conveyed  the  same  to  his  successor,  and  in  the  same  manner,  stf; 
the  predecessor  during  his  life  time  always  ordaining  his  sue- 1  — 
cessor,  to  the  present  time,  the  present  pope  might  thee  , 
claim  a  papal  succession  from  Peter;  but  the  moment  thal 
the  pope  dies,  having  no  papal  officer  to  succeed  him,  the  pa-  j ll! 
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pacy  must  die  ■with  him,  for  there  is  no  pope  to  consecrate  his 
successor.  An  episcopal  succession  can  be  kept  up,  because 
there  are  always  bishops  living,  with  qualifications  to  conse¬ 
crate  bishops,  equals  appointing  equals,  as  in  apostolic  times ; 
but  many  a  pope  has  died,  leaving  no  one  in  the  papacy  being 
his  equal  or  qualified  for  the  consecration  of  a  successor ;  so 
that  when  there  is  a  vacancy  in  the  papacy ;  where  is  the  of¬ 
ficer  qualified  to  consecrate  to  the  papacy  ?  for  there  is  none 
of  his  equals  remaining,  and  there  is  an  absurdity  in  the  less 
making  the  greater.  Suppose  for  instance,  on  the  death  of  a 
bishop,  no  bishop  could  be  found  to  consecrate  a  successor, 
and,  as  presbyters,  we  should  appoint  and  consecrate  a  bishop, 
we  are  too  consistent,  as  churchmen,  to  acknowledge  the  va¬ 
lidity  of  such  a  consecration ;  and  even  Romanists  themselves 
would  cry  shame,  at  such  a  proceeding.* 

What  then  are  the  facts  in  the  papal  scheme  of  continuing 
the  papacy?  On  the  death  of  a  pope,  during  an  acknowledg¬ 
ed  vacancy,  when  the  papacy  is  suspended,  do  not  cardinals, 
the  less,  appoint  and  consecrate  a  pope,  the  less  making  the 
greater  ? 

Such  a  procedure,  as  cardinals,  the  less,  making  a  pope,  the 
greater,  is  not  only  opposed  to  reason  and  common  sense,  but 
i  is  contrary  to  the  express  words  of  Christ,  who-'says:  The 
:  servant  is  not  greater  than  his  lord,  neither  he  that  is  sent 
( apostolos )  greater  than  he  that  sent  him.  How  then  can  car¬ 
dinals,  the  less,  send  or  commission  a  pope,  the  greater,  but 
in  violation  of  this  rule  of  Christ’s  ? 

The  pope  then  is  not  a  legitimate  successorof  the  pope  that 
preceded  him,  but  if  he  has  any  succession  at  all,  it  is  that 
of  cardinals,  by  whom  he  has  been  consecrated,  and  the  car¬ 
dinals  being  bishops,  and  the  pope  a  bishop  before  his  con- 
secration,  he  remains  what  he  was  before,  a  bishop;  but  never 


*  Had  Christ  built  a  state  as  he  has  built  a  church,  such  a  state  w  ould  he  subject 
to  the  laws  of  Christ ;  but  while  repudiating  any  interference  in  affairs  of  state, 
he  has  built  a  church  in  which  he  has  established  officers,  and  the  officers  established 
by  him,  hare  ordained  men  to  succeed  them,  and  no  appointment  was  made  in 
his  church,  but  by  men  having  been  appointed  to  that  end. 
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a  pope  or  universal  bishop,  for  his  consecrators  had  no  power 
to  make  him  more  than  they  themselves  were  made.  And 
is  it  not  evident,  that  when  the  first  pope  died,  having  no  suc- 
cessor,  the  popedom  died  with  him  ?  (we  mean  if  there  ever 
was  such  an  officer  as  the  pope,  but  in  the  imagination.)  It 
follows  then,  that  the  present  pope  is  no  regular  or  legitimate 
successor  of  the  pope  that  preceded  him,  for  he  was  never 
made  by  his  predecessors,  and  of  course  is  just  no  pope  at  alL 
By  his  devotees  he  may  be  considered  what  they  may  be 
pleased  to  consider  him,  but  by  the  Protestant  Episcopalian, 
protesting-  against  the  assumption  of  a  papacy  without  evi¬ 
dence,  he  maybe  considered  merely  the  bishop  of  Rome,  for 
he  can  be  nothing  more. 

Having  now  proved  that  St.  Peter  had  no  papal  suprema¬ 
cy  over  the  other  apostles,  and  that  the  bishop  of  Rome 
can  claim  none,  by  virtue  of  his  succession  from  St.  Peter, 
nor  by  his  appointment  by  cardinals,  the  popedom  is  proved 
to  be  a  creature  of  the  imagination  only.  Of  the  other 
errors  and  absurdities  of  Romanism,  we  at  present  say  noth¬ 
ing.  If  we  have  not  proved  that  St.  Peter  was  only  equal 
in  office  and  station  to  the  other  apostles,  and  that  the 
pope  is  no  more  than  an  ordinary  bishop,  and  the  papacy  an 
absurdity,  which  was  all  that  we  attempted  to  prove,  then 
scripture  and  reason  are  not  evidences.  Our  language  has 
been  plain,  but  not  unkind,  unless  it  has  expressed  what  has 
not  been  felt.  From  the  accumulation  of  proofs  as  the  argu¬ 
ment  has  advanced,  there  has  been  such  a  gradual  increase 
of  irresistible  conviction  of  the  understanding,  that  the  papa¬ 
cy  stands  on  no  foundation  but  that  of  fancy  and  ignorance ; 
and  the  mind  is  amazed,  that  men  of  talents  and  piety  can 
so  lose  sight  of  facts,  as  to  assent  to  errors  so  great  and  even 
absurd  as  those  of  a  papal  supremacy  to  St.  Peter,  or  to  the 
Romish  bishop  as  his  successor.  And  we  shall  not  only  labor, 
but  pray,  that  truth  may  triumph  over  error,  to  the  honor  of 
him  on  whom  the  church  was  built,  and  to  the  praise  of  his 
great  and  glorious  name,  who  will  be  with  it  to  the  end  of  the 
world,  for  its  protection. 


